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genious ; which, however due, no Man of Modefty 
can be thought to give himfelf. I muft therefore 
look upon him as a different Perfon, who was wil-^ 
ling to ihew his Regard m this. manner. But, if I 
may have leave to Ipeak my Sentiments^ the £»- 
quirer is more obliged to his Intentions^ than to hi^ 
Performance. Non tali atmiliOj nee defenforibus^ &c* 
A^reat part of this is a Repetition of what is much 
bfiter faid in the Enquiry. And as to the reft, the 
Defenfe as carried on, not only on new Principles^ 
but Ibmetilnes even on fiich Suppositions as are 
cvnfrmy to thofe made in the former Treaties. 

That this may be more plain td the Reader^ 
It may not be . improper to ky before him a Jhort 
View of the State of the Controverfy, fii far as I am 
concerned in it. 

T« E jifft inquiry iet out with fliewing «* the 
•' general Notion of Demons among the ancient 
** Xirreks:*" He afferted this to be tbe Souls of de* 
ptifted Men ; and this he thought " univerfally al- 
** lowed by J^ews and X^hrifiians^ as well as Hea^ 
^ thmV Here the Effa^ fifft diiSFered from him. 
1 had obfenred, that this Sehfe x:ould never be ac- 
rommodated to ilht: Buangelical Hijlory : I knew^ 
that the Ward had been ufed in a different Senfe 
by'Chri'iKan Wffters ever fmce that Hiftory was 
wrote ^, 1 therefore could •' not think the ^general 
*• Notion of Demons ^imong the ancient Greeks to 
♦* the jutifent Porpofe of fettling die Meaning of 
-** the Dmonintks in the NmTeflament\^ The 
EffiffvSl adong proceeded on the Supjpoiition, that, 
whatever the Heathen Demons were, the Scripture 
Demons were fallen Angeh. " And f5ie Reafon, why 
this*SupgDfition was not then proved sOt Idrge, was, 
%tt:z\i{t Jt Was the general Opiriiori of the moft 
lc^»*ned Criticks, ^ancient and modem, whom I had 

^ Ettftary, p. 2, 4, ftTf. ^ « Effi^i p. 7. 
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dted and fefetred to^ Such Confent is oot fo t» 
oppofed raftily and without Neccfifty. And thcre^ 
fore I had reafbn to expeft, that if the Enquiry 
continued to lay any Strcis on the Notion of the 
Heathens, he would have quite confuted tbapgem^ 
ralOpinimy and fhewn, that the SmptureA^^ning of 
the Word must have been the fame with the othef. 

But what had we of this fort in the Partb^ En- 
quiry ? Not a Syllable. Nothing but perenqptbty 
Affotions. This was evidently fetting tip his- own 
Authority in Qppofition to that of ajl other Critidcs, 
and not reafimng^^ but diifattng to the World. This 
I complained of m my Repfy \ 1 endeavoured toi 
ihcw the Unreafonablenefi of fetching the Seufe of 
the Word in Scripture from Heathen Authors 5 and 
ihewed, that even Mr. Me(k himfclf agreed witk 
the other learned Men in this* Point ^. - 

Now how does the Author oT'the Review, aft? 
Why, he very fairly defer ts the Enquirer. With 
regard to the gpeat Point, which fo much want^ 
Proof, and on which {b much depended, he is ^* 
feluteff fient^. Neither Reafons nor Authorities 

have 

^ mp^y P- 8, • J^b» p^ 2» 3- ' R^^' p- 4^ 

< In the 20^ and %\^^ P^g^ ^^ ^ Revirw we have indeed 
thefeVSToxds. ^ It i$ one thing to punifh Injgftice; it U ^ne^ 
** ther to be immoralji zxii promote and inipire Fraud and 
*' Wickednefs. This was never imputed to Oanvu aodei^X' 
** the 90h$r was : And thbrefq&i to underftand » Qreii S^dcJc, 
where the Word Demon occurs often without any Definition 
of it, it MUST be neceflary to know wh^t was the Notion of 
** that Word in Greeks before and at the Time when fuejh'Book 
** was wrote.** This I cite as the only PafTage which has fi> 
inuch as the Atr of Reafonine. From the illati've Partide 
THEREFORE, one would think it a Condufion from what went 
before. But it is a Conck/m without any Fremiffes to fupport it* 
If the Hiatbens underltood Demm^ as this Genueman reprefenta 
them, this can*t prove it to be«/r^rjpto*confult themm order 
to know the Senfc <dSertphtre. Ana tho' Jthe facred Writers JiaYc 
no where'given a formal definition of theWordl Dmon, yet 
t)m have Ji0cmtfy guarded againft Mifconftru^tions, hf af- 
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hive ^e leaft W^ht He goes on having upon u« 
frejh Teftimonics from Heathen Authors^ as if ibear 
Importance^ in order to a right underflanding of 
tiie Scripture^^ 'were undeniable. Surely this Me- 
thod, to give it the fofteft Name, is impertinent \ 
nor is it poffible for any Controveriy to be thu$ 
decided* 

The Reader fees, that I had no need to concern 
my felf about the Heathen Authorities^ and that 
the Quife I defended was fecure enough, without 
producing any, till the Principle above-mentioned 
could be provedr But notwithftanding this, I went 
farther^ and in order to manifeft the Fdfeboad of it, 
and at the fame rime to throw fome L%ht in upon 
the Sutgeft, I endeavoured to ihew fbme different 
$enfe$ in which the Heathens ufed the Word Demon^. 
and their great Perplexities and Inconfiftencies oii 
this Subjed: : I oblerved, that the Enquirer had 
himfelf departed from the general Ailertion he had 
before made ^, and th^t his Account of the Heatheu 
Vemonology is both partial and unjuft ^ : And I la- 
bour*d to confute the whole Scheme at once,by (hews 
ing, that even th& Heathens ufed the'Wotd Demons 
in an iUSenfe^ and that very probably they fom^mcsi 
underftood by them wicked and noxious Beings, y«- 
ferior to Men *. This laft is the main Particula^r 
which the Review concerns itfelf about : And hi$ 
Jleplies to my Reafoning on it, tho', were th:y all 
allowed, the general Qaufe wpuld not be affefted, 

figning to thefe Aich Actions as could never be applied to Jt-. 
farted Souls, or Men naturally MfeafedL I mull have leave to 
fay, that the Parts of the Gofpels which gave Rife to this Dif- 
pate» till a much clearer and t^^ter Account be given of them» 
are fufficient Inftanoes of thi^., And as to the ** Nodon of the 
•« Word" among the Jews " at the Time when" thefe ** Books 
^ were wrote/* it noil fcarce be denied to be Qn the fide of 
the lietter. 
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fiiall be diftkiftly €cmfider*d, and, I hop^ tktfrly 
refuted. 

In the Farther Enquiry "^ it is propofed ** to cxa* 
^' mine both the Old and New Teftament, to feo 
<* the Notion of A«i/Aonoy in them, and whether 
^^ they are not to be interpreted ccmfiftent with the 
«« Notion [of the Heathens, befofel at large te^* 
^' plained." Here alfo I followed him, and by a 
diffind View oimofi of the Texts in the OldT^a^ 
mens J and of aU from the JVh&, I endeavoured to 
expofe the Idlends of the Attempt, and to vindi* 
cate the conunon Interpretation of the Word^ 
Here then I m^ht, if ever, have txpeSted {omc 
Anfwer. And yet, I know not how it has hap- 
pened, even in this Cafe the Review in a manner 
leaves htt Friend the fflffn^iAr. We are indeed toldy 
^^ that powerful and mifcbievaus Devils "* are no 
«^ where to be met with in the Old Teftameni.^^ But 
not an Anfwer is vouch&fed to airf (me tbifig which 
I oflFer^d in confiderkig the (eversd Texts dierein % 
and thefe Confideratbns, if they ftand good, evi* 
dently prove that Point, And as to the New Tefta^ 
ment^ uiere are, I think, oo^jfem- Texts^ my De- 
fenfe of which is taken any Notice of. And, tho^ 
there ^re ]n the Review ibme other Objedions^ 
which I had either anfwered or obviated before* i 
yet, as thefe are urged inOppoiition to fome of the 
other Gentlemen engaged with me, I Ihall leave tt 
to them tp confider them, if they think proper^ 

* Fartbir Enquity, p. z^. « Rif^, p. 29, ifc. « Riv. p. t. 

* An Liilance of this we have, ]Uv. P*449 45* where the 
Objedions aboat, fbu kind tan cmeforib ly mthmgbnt fyPrmftr 
0mdFafiing^ are again ferved np to us in a more oonfufed naa^ 
ner: and no notice taken of the Anfwen which were given ja 

^ mn* p. 5 1 57. Thus again, what we have Riv. 

p. 41, 4a. was obviated in x^tRtpfy^ 91, 92, 93. the pttticiilar 
Reafpning of which remains imanfwmd. And fo in iHuqr 
•ther Places. 

and 
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a^d confine my fttf to fpesdc to thofe Points, or\ 
which I am exprefsly refer'd to. 
' • From th» ihort and general View of the State 
ef our Debate, it is eafy to fee how ht the Review^ 
h from being a full Defenfe of the Enquiries j or a 
fiiffieient Aniwer to the J^ay and Reply. Let us 
however conitder what he bas feid, and this firft 
with regakl to the Heathen Writers, and fecondly 
with regard to the Hely Scriptures^ 
' I-T is, it {eem% a certain Principle^ an Axiom or 
Peftniatum to be admitted withmf €my Proofs that 
libi^Scripture Demons are the &me with thofe acknow-^ 
kK^ed' bv the Heathens. Unreaibnable as this may 
appear, let us obl^ the Author, . and fer once at* 
lowi it ' But then, if the Heathens e vct- ufed the 
Wopd in a very ill Senfe, for wicked and noxious Ti^" 
io^ isf Si fuperior Order tp Men, then the Scr^Hire 
Demons may ftill be fiich Beings. For fiippofing^ 
that /acred Writers are to be interpreted according 
to ^profane Writers, yet certainly they might ufe 
this W<xxl in asff Ssnfe, in which thefe uted it. One 
Point then which the Reply ® undertook to prove, 
and which was intended as no other than an Argu- 
jnent adHominem^ was, that among ot^er Senfes dt 
the Word, that above-mentioned ^vas one. \n order 
to this I obfenred, that the Author of the Farther 
Enquiry had hiitafelf owned, that «* the ChakLeans 
'♦ fu{^G^ two Principles, a good Demon^nd an 
f* ^i, Demon. . The former*s Name was Zeus and 
** Oromafdes ; the latter was called Ades and yfn- 
•• wtanius "*.** And from hence I thought it clear^ 
that the Gentleman allowVl ^^ a^ evil Demon^ which 
^^ cant be pretended to have been the Soul of a 
*« Smarted Man.** And this I confirmed by ano- 
ther Paflage in Plutarch of the fame Import. — f Let 
^Aow attend ihtReview. ^' M if (^fajfs he) z M 



• Pag. 17, (fc. » Pag. 21. 

** Principle^ 
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«* Principle, One, theCaufe of £vil, Jiad any thing 
^' to do with evil Demons^ malignant Beings, that 
«^ are the Subiefts of the prefent Debafse \^ And 
can this Gratkman then think, that the Cimfe #f 
£^i( was fiippoied to be any other than a nudignmt 
Being? Was he not the mtfimaUgnimty mUcb^omsi^ 
nudevohtt Being ? And was he not expfeisly calkl 
Demon f 

But I imagine that this Writer expefted, that 
Inftances (hould be produced where the Word ii 
u^ in die Plural Number oifuch Beings '.«— i-iMow 
firft, thcs s a Subtlety, unknown to both the Enf^ 
ties. The Farther Enquiry is (b lar from kpngany 
Streis on the Difierence of Number, that the tb^ 
viewer himfelf blames it for (uppoitng ^^ OciUns £tf- 
^^ canus to (peak of evil Demens^ mch as were de^ 
^' tefied by the Godsj and Demans^ and iMinr, and 
^^ Families^ znd States*.** Here then tiie iS^^den^r 
plainly deferts the Principles of his Friend — And I 
will add, 2. very abfurdly. For if the Word Bf- 
mon was ufed by the ancient Heathens fat an evil 
Beings no Reafon can poffiUy be affigned why De* 
mans may not ftgnify m/, mdignant Beings^ The 
Xjofph^ even when they (peak vS Pc^HJeffions^ very 
frequently ipeak of a Demon \ According then to 
the Principles of the Review^ m aU fuch at kafi;^ 
the Word being ufed in the Singular Nmnber 
nuTf have no relatioii to a defaried Soul^ but to 
^ Caujeof Evil. Bitt did the Heathens acknow- 
ledge ^ny evil DemonSy in the Senie of 2)^/7/ .^ I 
anfwer. That fuppofing they did not, can we con- 

4 RgwiWy p. lo. . ' SeeRroiiw, p. 8. 

' See J^^, p. 19,20. JUvunvf.21. And it maybe addfldy 
that all the Farther Enquiry infifted upon was« that ** the Sacred 
** Scriptures are to be conftandy interpreted agreeable to the 
** Heathen Notion of the Word Vmen,^^ p. 25^ AOt Demtiu ia 
the Fbiral. 

* Luk. iv. 33. Mirk vii. z^^ Muttl. xvii. I& and fo fiis 
quently in otber Places, 

dude 



dude that the Scriptures know no iuch ^ tt ts n^ 
diculous enbugh to fetch the Senfe of all Scripture 
Words fh>m lleathen Writers : But it would be 
much more fo, to Im^ne thit Revelation contain^ 
DO clearer Notices of the Spiritual Wgrld, thaa the 
Heathens were acquainted with. — Might not then 
Ae Cafe be as follows ? The ancient Heathens are 
owned to have uied the Word Demon for the^^z^^^ 
or Caufe of Evil : The infpited Writeit^ knowing 
At fia^ Angels to be very evil Beings^ and Author i 
-and Caujes of Evil^ thought proper to apply to jthefe 
the feme Word, only changing, as It w&s neceflary 
to change, the Number. --^^ 3. But the chief Diffi- 
culty With the Author of the Review feems to be^ 
that" Arimaniusi^ one of th& Chaldaan firft Prind- 
•• ples^ was '* efteemed by them an original and 
.** independent Caufe,** and therefore •• is a Cafe quife 
•« foreign to the Purpofe : For the Diipute is not 
" concerning original or firfi Caufes, but inferio^^ 
•« dependent Beings ^ or Demons *.** I fear this will 
only make the matter worfc. For whatever Art- 
manius was, he is called a Demon. If therefore 
Scripture muft be interpreted according to the Hea- 
Jben Notions, why may not a Demon in the Gojpel 
fignif/ an original and independent Caufe ? — Which 
will icarce be aflerted. ■■ *■ . But to ^ve a more 

diredt Solution of the Difficulty That Demon is 

here ufed for a very evil Beings is cert^n — That it 
was put for the Devily as Arimanius was believed to 
be ^, I think extremely probable. Nor is it any 

Objedtion, 

• Pm;. S. 

^ Tno* the Gentleman^ I have to deal with, fo exceedingly 
defpifes Authoritxes^ yet for the fake of others with whom 
that of the learned Dr. Prukaux may have fome Weish^ I 
can*t forbear adding, that he Jdyled the Caufe of all Etfi^ Jri" 
manhis, the Devil. And he goes on» " Conceming thefe two> 
^ Gods'* [(he good and the evil one] *' there was this DillS»- 
^ imoe of Opinion among** the Magiam, '' that whereas fome 
^ bdd both of them to have been (torn all l^temity, there 

wera 
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pbj^oni th^t they thought him an original and 
tJuUpendeni Caufe. Tradition might convey down 
the general Exiftence of this curfid Spirit ; and yet 
nught become very obfcure, perplexed, and miC- 
taken with r^rd to his particular Nature or to his 

Creation. 4. With reiped to the Paflage in Z,a^ 

leucusj which the Review fayd " may feem to be 
•* moft to** my *' Point,** I am much miftaken, if 
it does not fully come up to it. IJbd franflated it. 
Should any one be tempted to Injtyttce by a wicked 

Demon be ought to beg the Gods to cffift him in 

driving him away. The fim Exception to this, is, 
* that " Zaleucus was a Pytha^orean-^-'^^niii is not 
*^ therefore (peaking concerning a wicked Demon^ 
*• but the wicked Demon^ the Origin and Caufe of 
^« all Evil.** But there is no Pretence for this. 
The Words are l^^lfAwf x«moV, without any Article, 
which furely will admit of either rendering. And 
however they are rendered, we have here a " ma^ 
** levolent Being promoting Wickednefs or Mifery 
•' amongftMen^.** In the next place, I am charged 
with mijreprefenting the Pajfage. It feems, I read 
«vToV for «vt{u/, and accordingly tranflated it him, 
inftead of it. And I fhould be glad to know, 
what Advantage I could poffibJy reap from this 
Mifreprefentation. Let the Pa/&ge ftand as in 
the Review^ it is exaftly the fame to my Argu* 
ment But the Reader I fear will want an Apo- 
logy, not for my being guilty of fuch an Error y 
but for my troubling him with Anfwers to fuch 
?rj^j— — Laftly, tho* I own» when I wrote the 

^ were others that contended^ that the ffood God only was 
^ eternal, and that the other was created." ComuS, Part I. 
Book III. Vol. I. pag. 2529 253. Edit. loth. And why the 
Str^hirej may not be underftood according to the Sentiments of 
thifi, as well as any other Heathens, I know ^ot. I wlfli the 
Jmder would oonfolt p. 305. 

* JUviiw, p. ti.' f 3id, p. 10. 

C Repfy^ 
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Riply-^ I did not dfeam of that Diftinftion between 
the Demon and Demons ^ which this Gentleman builds 
fo much upon ; and tho' I thought it fufficient to 
produce Inftances, where the Word " is ufed in an 
ill Senfe in either Number ; yet it happened luckily, 
that without defigning it, I have fufficiently obvi- 
ated this Pretence, and fhewfed, that the Heathens 
did underftand d^ctifAcm and ^eufxivix of evil Beings. 
The Reader may fee a Paflage from Plutarch plain 
and full beyond all Exception *. But no Notice is 
taken of this, I fuppofe, becaufe P/«/tf rr A lived after 
Christ. This is another Art of the Review^ 
which frequently helps him out of Difkrefles. And 
it may feem inhuman to deprive him of it. But 
the Truths of which he is a profefled iMver^- re- 
quires me to do this, and will therefore, I hope, 
procure me his Pardon. 

Now, firft, this is not vindicating the Enquiry^ 
but profecuting a quite different Scheme. In this 
we find all Authors quoted pDmifcuoufly * -, the 
Senfe of Chrijiians and Jews^ as well as Heathens, 
was attempted to be fhewn : And in his Preface the 
Author intimated his Hopes of being able to ex- 
plain even the Apologifis fo, as to reconcile them to 

his Notion. Indeed he afterwards fecmed to be 

fenfible, that this Defign was impradicable, and 
that the Ground he flood upon could not be de- 
fended. Accordingly, the Farther Enqmy^ inflead 
of explaining the Fathers^ abufes them. " The Fa- 
*' thers INVENTED a new Scheme of Demono- 
*' logy * i" tho' wheny or where, or by which of them 
it was invented, we are not told. And inflead of 
vindicating his general Aflerdon, he denies it to 
have been in his Intention to fay, what he had a&u-^ 

' Refh, p. 23. * Ocelhu " who was three Generations older 
** than PlatOf^ was owned to ** fpcak of rvt/ Dtmim^ Far- 
tbtr Enfuhjf P* 'S* ^ l^- p* 7^* 

ally 
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«/fy fiid> Thk however muft be imputed to mertL 
Dlftftfs^ And tho* GhriftianWrit^rs were afl fufpedw 
ed^ yet ftill we had no Redbn to think, that the 
ItedtbeHs might not be ddled in as good Wttnejfts. 
Hier9cieSy tho* excepted againft in the R^view^ a& 
fwi isarfy €mugh ^^ was admitted as a Voucher in the 
Farther Enquiry **. So was Plutarch *. 

But the Author of thei?m^w is more^ce. 
No Teftimony will be allowed by him, but what 
is /truly Heathen and truly Ancient. He confines 
us to the Times before the Cming of Chrift^ and 
will not accept of tven an Heathen Authority af- 
terwards 5 for fear, I fuppofe, that Plutarch^ &c, 
Ihould have been concerned with the Primitive 
ChrifiianSj and had fbme hand in inventing the 
K^w Scheme of Demonology. Or, if they were too 
honeft to do this, left they (hould have received 
feme Tindlure from this new Schemey been in a 
manner infetJted with the Notions ofChriftianSy and, 
in Compliance to thefe, believed the Beings, which 
thej ftill continued to y/orihipy to he Devils. 

Anot her Author which I cited is Julius Pollux j 
againft whom there. lyes the lame Exception •, for he 
-•* ^ lived one hundred Years after Chrift ; " but, I 

will add, was never fufpefted to be a Chriftian, 

However, the Review has more to fay to this Cita- 
tion, and interprets it in a different manner. I had 
rendered dhilfie/oi wicked or perniciousy knowing that 
the Word is capable of both Senfes, and feeing no- 
thing in the place to exclude either. This Gentle- 
man, without afty Reafon that I can guefe, but be- 
caufe it makes againft his Hypothefis, will not have 
it to mesm wicked. The next Word is dhUfit/^diei^^ 
which he ttanflates deftruSivCy and which may alfo 
lignify, as almoft any Lexicon will mform us, curfed^ 
execrable. The other two Appellations of thefe 

I Bev. p. 71 . ^Fartb, Enq. p. 7, 8. « Brid, p. S* - •^^- P- »®- 

. V " C 2 Demons, 
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Jiemons are ir(d$'poV«iflf, ii«A«fcy4&i, whicH io the 
Review are thus pamphrafed, ^^ To whom we 
** ought to apply our felyes, in order to get them 
."to avert Mifchief, the Punifliers of thofc who 
** aire gaijty of Plood.*' My Objeftion to the for- 
mer part of this Interpretation is, that it makes 
thefe Demons much the fame as thofe which Pollux 
h^ before diftinguifhed from them, by the Epi- 
thets lionTrofATrcuoij 'ionrfincuoif AvVioi. And as to 
the latter part, diough muiK^fMouQ' may have the 
Meanmg which the Gentleman afligns it, yet he 
cannot be ignorant, that its original &nfe rather re- 
lates to Guilty thjin to Puniflment^ and that it de- 
notes any wicked^ pernicious j murdering Being. I 
{hall therefore take leave to give another Tranflation 
pf tjii? difficult PaiT^ge, by which it will appear, 
that eyery Word in it ip applicable to what the 
Review thinks the Heathens had no Notion of, 
*^ Devils, immoral, malignant Beings.** Of De- 
mons otbersy which confirm Curfes^ are called 

wicked^ defiruSlive^ execrable^ who are injirumental 
in bringing Evils on ^eny and plaguipg^ funi/hingj 
or murdering them ?. 

As to what is faid in p, 12, 13, of the Review^ 
the' it is in that Part which relates to me, I do not 
think my felf concerned;^ having not made ufe of 
tthe Citations there pretended to be explained ^. But 
p. 1 4. we meet with a Sentence or two, which I 
can't forbear animadverting upon. " The Rule 
^' among tjie Ancients was not to impute Bvil to 
♦' evil Demons or Devils, of whiph they knew no- 

FMMi. The Latin Tranflation is, ^i autem infirunty exktaks, 
feftilentes^ malitiojf^ ti* homcid^. For the fake of Shortnefs, I 
mull refer the Reader to any large I<exicon for Inftances of thefp 
Words being ufed in the Senfe in which I haveunderftopd thdsi. 
^ I would not be underftood, as if I thought the Citations hot 
to the Purpofe. That from 'Pindar is certainly fo. But the 
pef(^(fp of it belongs properly to another ^?^* 

3 ^^ thing, 
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*'* dung,btit to theJufHceof theGods; and theymade 
^ no KTuple to lay, as Euripides makes Ipbigenia^ 
V leaflet think anf oftbeBmons to be evil^ — They 
«' did not fuppofe msdidous, malevolent, immoral 
«* Beings, to be the Authors of Evil or Wicked- 
^< neis in Man : Nor were the Executors of juft 
<< Punifhment upon Sinners, fuch as ft^bane^ or 
^^ the Furies, deemed Devils or malevolent Be- 

*« ings." The Reader will, I hope, pardon the 

Length of this Extrafb, on account of die great Cu- 
rioumeis of i t ■ Which certainly deferves fome 
particular Remarks. And, firft, we fee here ano^ 
ther Inftance of the Reviews varying from the £»- 
quiries. The Author of this laft Piece is fo far fix>m 
beine attached to Syflems, that he makes no Scru- 
ple frequently to leave even that Scheme, which he 
undertook to defend. For, at the verv Entrance of 
the firfl Enquiry^ we are told, that " otnerWriters,** 
and Proclus and Eufebius are quoted without the 
leaft Cenfiire or Diflike, <^ have made Demons the 
•^ Di^nfers of evil Things, as well as good ; the 
^* Pk^es and Terrors of Mankind, and the Au- 
*^ thors of much Evil to them *." Again, it is 
there confefled, that the old Latins ^' imagined 
tht Larva to be mifchievous and wicked Spi- 
rits \** ' And the ordinary Notion concerning 
thefe is given us from Apuleiusy which, lobferv'd 
in the ^ay^ correfbonds much widi the Scripture 
Account of fallen Angels *. That " on account of 
their ill Deferts in Life, they were puniftied as it 
were by a fort of Bamftiment, by their having 
no good Place of Abode, but always rambling 
about, vain Terrors to good Men, but to evil 
** Mm noxious "/* The Truth of this Opinion I 
^xfi not now concerned to prove. It is fufficient to 

? Enquiry, p. 3. k jj/^. p, ,5^ I j^j^^ p , 3. m jj^^ 

qutty, p. 18. 

my 
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my pwfent Argument, that the Autho!* df the Etr- 
quiry owns it to have been the ordinary Notion. 
And yet the Author of the Review aflbts, that the 
Ancients ** did not fiippofe malicious, malevolent; 
*' immotal Beings to be the Authors of Evil and 
«* Wickednefs in Man".** I muft leave it to thefe 
two great Men tx> fettle the Point between them, 
it being a Taik hr above my Capacity to reconcile 
them tc^ther. 

2. But can any thing be fttxydget than the Tef- 
timony of Euripides ? And ftiall we imagine wicked 
Demons^ when he fo exprefsly makes Iphigma de- 
clare, that (he couid mt think any of them io ie 
foch ?*— *Now it happens unluckily, that the Far- 
ther Enquiry y in order to account for thofe Wwds 
of St. James J the Demons beUeve and tremble, and 
not dreaming of that pretty Expofition which the 
Review has /produced from la Line of Orpheus'"^ 
owns, that Demons ** fignifies likewife in Heathen 
** Writers the evil Stfuls of departed Aien^** It b 
plain then^ that Iphigenia^ if fhe aAually faid fo, 
was, according to the Enquif-er, miftaken. And 
that fhe was fo, will farther appear from a Paflage 
in Plutarch^ which I beg leave to fet down at large. 
It is taken from his Life of Dion, near the Begin- 
ning of it, where he had been comparing Dion and 
Brutus, and had particularly taken Notice, that both 
of them had had fome Warnings of their End. 
Tho' our Gentleman "^ feems to doubt, " if there 
*' be fufEcient Evidence for the Truth of " one of 
thefe " Stories,** vet Plutarch relates them without 
the leaft Diffidence. Afterwards he indeed owns, 
that in his Time there were fome who laughed at 
all fuch Accounts, and rejeded them in general. 
But he adds, that " if Dion and Brutus ^ who were 

» Review, p. 14, • J^tew, p. 26. ^Farth, Enpary, p. 58. 
^ Re*view, p« WJ* 

" fuch 
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^' fiich grave Fhilofophers, and ib little liable to 
*' be conquered by any Pailion, were fo afFeded by 
^' this Appearance, that they told it to others 5 I 
•' know not, but we may be compelled to receive 
*' that VERY ANCIENT OpiNioN, abfiird as It 
*' may feem, that there are wicked and malevolent 
*' Demons J who envy good Men^ ^nd hy their Prac- 
*' tices raife Dijiurbances and Fears^ weakening and 
*' undermining their Virtue. And thisy kft by eonti^ 
^' ttuif^ ftedfaft and harmlefs in what is goody tbefe 
^^ ftiotdd after Death obtain a better State than them- 
*' /elves '.'* We fee, that this is fet down as a 
VERY ANCIENT OpiNioN. I need not add a 
Word to ftiew, how contrary it is to the Aflertioa 
of our Author. And the only Queftion is, which 
of the two deferves moft Credit, and had the befl: 
Opportunity of knowing the Sentiments of the an- 
cient Heathens ? Plutarch^ we fee in this very Paf- 
iage, was far from being any Bigot. And, as he 
lived early in the fecond Century, the Words rSf 
sravv vAKsuSf will carry us up much higher than the 
Beginning of Chriftianity. 

r«ry «ff x^ <PfitcM «rp0$ iVffVf, y« Jik yA rSh IIANT IIAAAIXIN 
Toy iiT&xi^ot\99 kvayjub&Syuu m^or^x*^ ^dyw^ ifq rt^ (pavXtt ^t- 

<rf«|fr«y kins^im^f ra^x^^ ^ ^6uq i^ciyn, o-iMce x^ a-(pxhXo/lm 
lii itfiriv, *ik f^ J^a/*fiNe>1sc eurruTtg n rS K«Aa; x^ u/ufeutp 
fiiX^Ut^ iKu'wf fbo^c f*fr« itui rtX^iv tJ}C''^^' Plutarch. 
in Dion. 

K B. I have tranflated ri Atwri^W, abfurd as it mayfttm^ 
and believe that Fb^arch called it fo in relation to their Senti- 
ments, whom he had juft before mentioned. For if he had 
himfelf thought the Opinion moft mhjurd, how was it poffible 
for him to have once doubted, whether it fhonld be received or 
not ? Could the bare Authority of Brutus and D'um make a real 
Abfurdity credible? But however this be, ahfurd or not, it is 
declared to be a niery mcient Opinrn^ which is fufiicient to the 
.pvefent Purpofe of ike Quotation. 

3. Still 



J. StsiiL'die Line horn Euripides &$m m hi Bit' 
Face. And I muft own, thati could hardly thilik, 
that {q elegant a Writer would differ in this lefped 
from i> many 6tber8) as have mentioned evil De- 
mms. This gave me a Curiosity to confult the Pa& 
£ige itfelf. And the Confequence of dcnng (b was 
only an Increaie of my Surpnze, not that Euripides 
ihould fay fo ftrange a Thing, but that any Man of 
Senfe fhould produce him to vouch what he never 
intended nor thought of. The Words indeed, as 
detached from what went before, appear ftrong on 
the Side of the Review. But let us but take in 
the Occafion on which they were fpoken, and the 
Manner in which they are introduced, and nothing 
cm well: be farther from his Purpofe. Ipbigenia is 
here reprefented as complaining of Diana on ac- 
count of the human Sacrifices which were offered t9 
her. The Words, which the Poet puts into her 
Mouth on this Occaiion, are extremely beautiful ; 
nor fhall I fear the Difpleafure of the Reader, for 
giving them at lai^e even in a Profe Ttanflation^ 
*' I can't but condemn the Counfeb of this God- 
^^ deis ; fhould any Mortal but touch a dead Body, 
*' or a Woman in her Uncleannefs, fhe forbids 
" him to come to her Altars, as being defiled. 
*' And yet fhe herfelf is pleafed with human Sacri- 

*H kJ X^x^itti, Si 9t9tfi ^iy^ X^t 
BtffkSf unifyu, |M«r«fov #$ iytff/An. 

A«r# THrmitt» kftm^iet9. iyit f*fy Jir 
TV ToAk^h GhSpi* ffMK^rM 

"OuAmi yif Jjuu ikif^tm Jim MMtit . 

Evitir. Iphig. in Taur, v, 38o» ftc. 

"ficca. 
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•' ficefc. Surely this Ignoraftcc, br Incdnflftelicy,' 

could not proceed fro|n Latona the Wife of 

Jupiter. For my part, I look upcm Ae Storjr 

of Tantaluses feaftihg the Gods, as indrediHe; or 

that there could be any Delight hi eating" his Son. • 

And I imagine, that Men, who are here them- 

felv^ guilty of Murder, firft charged the Divinity 

with this Wickednefe. For^ in my Opinion^ none of 

^^ the Gods are ever wicked^** i. e. cruel. We fee now, 

from the whole Paflage, that by Demons Euripides 

could mean nothing but Gods ; and that the Word 

can't relate, to. jD^»^^»j, in the Senfe of the Enquiries 

and Re^iewj i. e. to departed Souls^ unlefe it be at 

ferted, that the Heathens knew none of thefe to be 

wicked ; or at leaft, that they knew no Gods InU 

departed Souls ^ which is equally felfe and abfqrd. 

• 4. With refpeft to Tiftphone and the FurieSy 

this Gentleman is, I believe, as much miftaken. 

They might fometimes minifter to the Juftice o"^ 

the Gods, and execute juft Puniftiment on Sinners. 

But Ais is no fort of Proof, that they were not 

malevolent Beings. Very immoral Perfons may be 

inftrumerital in bringing about very wife 2x\Argood 

Ends of Providence. And this is certain, that 

thofe Beings are by Authors reprefented in but an 

unfavourable light. Thus Suidas interprets ^^vvi^^ 

xoStitX^inQ- ixifAm K^xoiro/i^, an infernal^ maleficent 

Demon. And, to mention no more, what does the 

Author of the Review think of the Charafter of yf- 

Wo^ as drawn by Virgil? Was (he barely an " Exe- 

*' cutor of juft Punimment on Sinners ? "Was not 

flxe a malevolent Being f Hear the Poet's own Words^ 

eui trijiia bella^ 



tmmn^m 



Jr/eque^ infidiaque^ fisf crimina noxia cordis 

Odit 6? ipfe pater Pluton 

And J^ain, thus Juno fpeaks to her : 

Tft potes unanimes armare inpralia fratres^ 
j^pie odiis verfare domos ' 

D — //« 



Mille nocendi artes- 



tibi mmina mil}e^ 



And again it Is faid of her. 

Viper earn ir^prans anitnam ^ 

And what more could have been faid of the Old 
" Serpent himfelf, it may be hard to imagine. 

, I HAVE but one Word more to fay with regard 
to the ancient Heathens. I had taken Notice of an 
unaccountable Miftake in the Farther Enquiry^ in 

3uoting Ocellus Lucanus. The Review alfo con- 
emns it, and then adds, p, 21. " Ocellus had no 
" fuch Notions [as evil Demons \\ xomoiau/jLovH 
*^ therefore fliould have been tranflated unhappy^ 
^f ' and the Paragraph be changed, fo as to (hew 
** Ocellus to be with the Enquirer^ and not an an- 
" cient Tcftimony againji him.** I might juftly 
return the Gendeman*s Sneer, En acumen I For we 
Have here one of the moft extraordinary Pieces of 
. Reafoning I ever iaw. Ocellus is fpeaking of quite 
a different Point, and is not again/I the Enquirer^ 
Ergo^ he. is with him. Becaufe Horace fays not a 
Syllable of evil T>emons in his firft Ode, therefore 
he believed no fuch. Thi6 is a Way which will 
Jbon procuti* the. Reviewer Authorities enough, if 
the abfolute Silence of any Author, let him be fpeak- 
ing on what Subjedl he will, be allowed to be fuch, 
I muft own, that the Gentleman intimates, that 
fome Change fhould be made in the Fara^jraph^ 
What Change he means indeed I can't fay : But I 
am fure it mufl be a very extraordinary one, which 
will make. Or^//// J fpeak his Senie. For he mufl 
cxcufe me, if I remind him of what I mentioned in 
the Reply ^ p, 19. that this Author is fo far from 
thinking Demons to be departed Souls^ that, in the 
fhort Work we have left of his, he more than once 
intimates his Notion of them to have been that of 
Beings, of a middle Nature^ between Gads and Men. 
But t3iat he ever diflinguifhes thefe into goei and 

^ . */^/r^.iEn.7.. 327, fcff. w/. 
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evih I confefi I do not remember, Ahd fuppofe 
he dofes not, this can be no Proof that he did not' 
believe both Kinds. 

I REALLY imagined, that I had quite done with 
the Objeftions relating to Heafben Authorities. But 
inp. 23, Ifind thcReview has by the way a Refledtion 
on me, and endeavours to fet a Sentence of mine 
in Oppofition to the Chriftian Apokpfts^ whbfe Cre- 
dit I nad before vindicated, and, for aught appears 
yet, unanfwerably. This Gentleman fays, " th^ 
♦' Author of the Reply feems to imagine, that 
^* y«p//^. Mercury J &c. bad not been -Men at all, 
but were imaginary Beings. If this be a conteft-' 
ed Point by the Author of the Reply, I only 
*' defire him to confiitethe Cbriftian Apologifts; 
*' and particularly TerluHiaffs Apology, Cb. 10, 1 1,^ 
*' Amobiusy &a Now here I muft firft complain 
of a Mifreprefentation. A Sentiment is afcribed^ to 
me, which, I think, cannot be drawn from my 
"Words. I had obferved the infamous Gharafter? 
of many of the Heathen Deities, and then added, 
*• This is the general Account of them ; and if we 
*' fet it afide, it will not be eafy to evince, that 
*' tbef bad been Men at all, that they w^re not ima^ 
* ' ginary Beings ".*• Now is this feeming to imagine^ 
that Jupiter^ Mercury^ &cc'* [under which &c. a^ 
the reft of the Heathen Gods may be concluded] 
were never Men ? Or wherein, do I contradidt the 
Jpokgifts? TertuOian^ I am fure, fays muchth^ 
fame. " None of your Gods can you prove fre^ 
*' from Crime or Vice, unlefe you deny thejn tp 
" have been Men V* So far then I am clear. But 

perhaps 

• Refi^j p. 8. ^ The whole Sentence beinj; curious, I fhall 
eive it the Reader. ** Volo igitur merita recenfere, an ejufmodi 
^ fint, ttt iUos in coeltun extulerint, 8c non potius' in imum tar- 
** tarom merferint, quern carcerem poenarum infernarum, cum 
** vultisy affirmatis. Illuc enim abfiiudi folent impii quique in 
** parentes, Sc in forores incefti, &maritarum adulteri, & virgi-.^ 
** num ra^toresy & pueiomm oentaminatores, & qui faeviunt^ 8c 
t' qui ocudunt^ 89 qui fbrantur, 8c qui dedpiunt, & quicunqae 



fcAkip^what I £(id m th^ytti PMpni^g^fipYe this 
Gentleman rooin to fufpo^ thole above to have 
been my Sentiments, it was there obferved^ as 
*• moft jM-pbable, that thtDii majorum gmiwn vftrc 
^* originally the Sm^ PJmets^ and Elemenis^ &c. 
^* ^~— and that Jupiter might fignify the Air or 
" Heaven^ ApoUo the 5w, yukan Fire^ &c." B^it 
lieither is this Account abfolutely incc^iiftent with 
^e Apologifis^ who csm't be proved in this matter 
to have declared their own Sentiments. There is no 
Occafion to fiippofe they, did fo. It was fufficient 
for their- Argument, that the Opinion that Saturn 
Und Jupiter had been Mep, ^twj allowed by thi Hea^ 
tbenf tbemfelves. A^ accordingly Teriullian feems 
to preis it z&fuch an Argument : Ilhs homines fuijfe 
non pojfttis negare, are his Worda immediately fol- 
'lowihg.-^F— — But I need not have recourfe to this 
^nfwer. That Farro rqckon-d up 300 Jupiter $ 
^very School-boy knows. And we may fafely al- 
Ipwhiin, who wasSon.of i^^^r^ to have been a 
Man, without any Prejpdice to that AcQpunt above 
^iven''.--r-T--Befides, it would be a fufficient De- 
enfe for nae to &y,. that . it i$ one thing (o contra- 
^d the Apologifts in Matters of Opinion^ and ano* 

thcr 

^ fimiles font alic;j^u8 dei vcftri, ^em netninem ifUt^ruma crimine 
^^ aut *vitio probare poteritis, tiiji hominem nega'verithy &c/* Ter- 
Irx; L L . Jpol. c. 1 1 . N.B, J«fay, I am net confcious of having faid 
ftny thing on this Point more than the Enquirer hintfelf Piad 
laid. Thcfe arc his own Wpr^s : " If it can be' proved, that 
f* many of the Heathen Z)«/w — .~were nothing but mere ima- 
*\ginary'BtiTigfiy who never did in faft exifl at all." — '• — Firfi 
Ititq, p. li. Whoever will confnlt the-Paffage, will find,, that 
Ibis Writo* m^rf tbanfiems to ifnagine this, 

^ I find in t\it Fartb, Enquiry^ p. 29. an Inflance which well 
enough explains this. Diogenes Laentifts k quoted to, ihew the 
Sentiments of the Egyptians^ ," that tb^ ^un and JMJBon were Gods, 
•' and that the former was called Qfifis, the latter ^J&— but" 
jfadds this Winter) " k k well knownj Uiat ^ and O^is"-"^ 
<" wei^ great Mea deified — .** Seealfop. 16. Attd^^hSimck^ 
farJt^ ConneaioH^ Vol. II.. p. a« c,. z<^. ajad Vol. IIL p. 57^ where 
■iie tells U69 that the Ancients u^.. to C9U their Kings asd &nous 
■Men by the Naples of tbe hjafafm'y&Zt Ekoien^ iSt. whiah 



ther to bppbft their direft Teftimony in Matters <^ 
Fa£l. With regard to the former, fuch efpecially 
as do not relate to their own Religion, they 'might 
xnlftake. With regard to the latter, foch clpecisdly 
as occurred to them frequently, I dotft fee how 
their Witnefs can be refufed, if they had common 
Senfe and common Honefty. 

IL Th£R£ remains now nothing relating td 
Heathen Authorities for me to confider. We nmfl 
therefore proceed to view what has been fmd with 
jTgard to the Hofy Scriptures. And here, as I ob- 
ferved before, the Review gives me but iittle Trou- 
ble. He ol]je<%s only to my Explications of four 
Texts, but one of which relates direiftly to the 
G(^l PoJpJJioris ; and I can fee no manner of Di& 
fictdty in vindicating fhefe. The firft is Rev. be. 20* 
On, this Text I had declared, that I had " no SIdB 
*' in expounding thefe Parts of the Revelations^ 
and therefore '^ had nothing to do but to look into 
" fome of the moft learned Commentators '.*• For 
this the Gentleman is pleafed to ridicule me ; ^^ An 
excellent Method (fays he) of finding out the 
Meaning of a Word''! *• And truly, in fiich s 
Cafe, I do not know a better. The Meaning of 
SMfMvta here muft, I ^prehend, be found out b] 
copfidering the Context, and the Subje6te treated 01 
In thefe Prophetical Parts of this Book I am not 
ilhamed to own my Igncmmce : And why I might 
not give the Senfe of droHuSj Hammond^ &c. as 
well as the Farther Enquiry that of Mr. Mede^ I 
can't imagine. «■ ■ But I am charged with mifre- 
prefenting Grotiu s - I am willing to be tried by 

the Reviewer^s own Traniladon. On thefe Words 
of St. John J that they jbotdd not worjhip Devils - Ucu- 
jbtovioi] and Idols of Gold and Silver, Grotius lays. 
The People ^ Jerusalem ^ere all in a myfticat 
Senfe Idolaters ; they ferved Moneys Jewels, &c.^ 
Now it is a&ed, ^* Allowing all thi% does ieufU^m 

"iignifjj 



44 

4C 



» 



cc 



^ fignify Money "^ ?^ I anfwer, that this was what 
Grotius imagined the Word to refer to, or dfe Ke: 
lias,gi^en no Senfe of it at all. 

I N . the fame Page I am called in queftion for | 
teiyihg given the Reader the Remarks of Dr. Ham^ 
mmdy Erafmusy and St Jerom on *i ?/w. iv. i* 
•* See here, fays the Review^ the true Art of con* 
**: fouricKhg all things ! As if the oppofing a Name 
^ were the Confutation of an Opinbn 1 '* And yet 
k is very extraordinary, that on this very Text the 
Name of the excellent, and judicious Mr.. Mede was. 
cppofed\ which I believe the Gendeman thought 
at lead a Confirmation of bis own Opinion^ Arid 
thierefore, becaufe I would not fecm to oppofe hay 
&}f^to Mr. Mede^ as well as becaufe his Interpreta- 
tion was reprefented as *V brought even to a De- 
** nlonftration,'* I thought it proper, nor can I 
yet fee any Harm in it, to fet.before the Reader 
5inother Interpretation of Authors of as great Namc^ 
and two of them of greater Antiquity than Mr. 
Mede. Indeed, were there any Denrnftrationy . f 
entirely agree that it would be abfurd to mention 
any ji^tborities againft it. .' But all are not Demon^ 
Jtrations which are called fo. , 

The Review goes on, " How did Jerom know^ 
^ that all Herefy was framed by the Art of Demons ? 

Or how did Erafmus know, that Devils brought 

in their falfe Doftrines in the Manner he fays ?" 
What has warmed the Gendeman, I can't tell. 
But, like a Man in fome Degree of Paffion, he 
fe^as to fall foul on all he meets. . Now, me- 
thinks, it was very pardonable in Men, who un- 
derftood Demons of Devils^ to afcribe Herefies to 
them. But " could not Men frame Herefies by 
" their own natural Powers ?" Not, I hope, by a 
rigbt life of their natural Powers, « ^* Might 
** they not do it by Miftakes?*' They are not 
furely obliged to perfift in> and to fpread, thdr MiA 

1 takes. 









t^kesi ^rrarepjfum^ixc. ** What Evidence is.theife, 
** that Iferefies were owing to Devils ?** This very 
Text, I humbly prcfiime ; unlefs our Interpretation 
of it can be IheWn to be falfe or abfurd. Befides, 
St. Taul numbers Herefies among the Works of the • 
Fl^y Gal. V. 20. St. Peter calls them damnable^ 2 £p. 
ii. I. And St John afliires us, that he that committeth 
Sifiy any Sin, is of the Devil, i Ep. iii. 8. > ■ 
*' May not the Wickedncfe, the Pride, the Errors 
** of Men be the Sources * of falfe Doftrin'es ? ** 
And may not iiich Wickednefs, Pride, and Er- 
rors proceed from their hearkening to the evil Sug- 
geftions and Delufions of Satan f -*«'* Yes, but the 
Apoftfe &ys, fiducing Spirits, as if evil Spirits vftrt 
the great Seducers of Men." Such they have air- 
ways been thought, and fuch, I apprehend, they 
were allowed to be by the Enquirer hunfelf, ** Mo* 
<• ral Evils they may defire to do \** I muft there- 
fore refer this Gentleman to his Friend for an An- 
fwcr, who I hope will tell him, that to feduce Men 
is^ a moral Evil \ " But what if Spirits be here 

** taken forDo<ftrines themfelves -or Seducers?** 

There is no Neceffity fo to take them. And farther, 
the Word Devils, which follows, can*t be fo taken, 
-—In a Word, there is nothing forced in the Inter* 
pretation which I am vindicating; The Phrafeo- 
logy of Scripture fufliciently juftifies it. As, the 
Ddffrine of God our Saviojitr * is an Expreffidn 
ufcd by St. Paul to denote the DoSlrine which He 

* Farthir Sftptify, p. yg, 

* I obferve that the RrvienVy pag. 26, 27. arguc$ largely 
againil the Notion of any Scdadionsby evil Spirits, All which 
Reafoning will hold equally ftrong againft the Temptations and 
l>elufions of Satan, which xht Scriptures have in fo many Places 
mentioned. See Eph. ii. 2. 2 Cor, iv. 4. Matt, xiii. 19, 39. 
iv. I, £sff. Eph. vi. II, 12. I Pet. v. 8, 9. 2 Cor. xi. 3. 
I neff, iii; 5. 2 Ciw. ii. 11. Jam, iv. 7. 2 Tim, iJ. 26, 
Kiv. XXX. 9. and many othfen. I (mly nfir to thefe Pafiage^, 
l)ecaufe the part of the Rivirw, which occafions my mentioning 
them, is not applied (o mc* * Tit, ii. to. 

taugiti 
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tai^btv (6 there is no Reafon nHhy i^e ibould'Satr 
underftand tht fame ApofUe^ Eop^effiiXK^ IkSrims 
cf Devils^ in a Uke Senie, ^ix, that thefe, 'nrho we 
properly /educing Sfirifs^ were the Authors and 
Sc^gefters of thofe unjuft Prohibitiona of Marriage 
and Miots^ which are expreiMy mentioned as the 
Ho&rims tmight 

. I HATE particularly conildered thefe feveial 
Queftions or the Review, becaufe at the Clc^ of 
them he talks of the ^^ Arts made ufe of to rduter 
V the E^uiryj without Reafon^ or Pretence of k *.*. 
The Reader is now to judge of the Juftnefsj as wdl 
^& Decency of this Refie(5tion. % 

The i2^/y laboured to (hew% that ./dSSF^ xvii. 
x8. could not be accommodated to ihz Enquirer*^ 
Purpofe, not only becaufe St. Luke was not fpeak- 
ing his own Senfe, not only becaufe the RtfurreC'^ 
tion here mentioned does not certaMy mean that, of 
the Lord Jesus, but alfo becaufe a Man raijed U 
lift again, and con/ifting both of Seiul and Body, was 
very different from a departed Soul The two £rft 
of thefe Reaibns ftand unanfwered. To the laft 
fomething is urged, . the Purport of which I am jiot 
fore tlut I underftand. However, I will ky it be*- 
fore the Reader. ** When the firft Chjriftians af- 
• fcrted Jupiter and Saturny &g. to have been 
*' Men, and after Death to have been made Gods, 
*^ was the Point about their being alive both Soul 
** and Body ? When Hefiod feys> that when ,a cer- 
** tain Generation of Men died, they became De- 

** mons — Did it make a queftion, whether 

*' they had Bodies, or not*?^* If there be any 
thing in thefe Worcb in Anfwcr to what I had 
urged, this muft, I' think, be intended by them 4 
that the Heathen Demons were. 1 fiippofed to coniift 
Jboth of Sod and Body. But neither will thk A(H 
count fc^.ouf Savior k's being caHed by the Epi-^ 

cureanf 

J lU^eWf p. 33. I I^fyy p. 55, 56. tj^gqniw, p. 34. 
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mreoHs and Stoitks a Dtmony becatrife of his Rtfar^ 
reiH(m^ xttihfB thefe Philofophcrs alfo imj^ned, 
that their own Denums had rifm from the Grave. 
And appeared on Earthy in their proper Bodies. And 
will the Reviewer aflfert this ? Whence then all 
Aofe Prejudices which the Heathens entertained 
againft the PoJfUnUty of a RefurreSfion ? — -— Bc- 
fides, it is a flat Gontradiftion to both the Enquiries^ 
to fiippofc that the Heaiheti DetAons were embodied- 
In .ritf/i they are called /^^ 5^«/j ^/ departed Men^ 
frequently Ghofts\ and once, one would think 
with a View to exclude that Suppofition, the 
Ghosts of dead Men^ tbt very Ghosts of Men 
UN BOD I BD. Nay, in another place * we have this 
Account of the Heathen Notions, " They thought 
i ' ^—either that they [Souls] continued as long ais 
*• the Body could be preferv*d, separate from 
•' AX L Body ; and when that was deftroyed, that 
•* then they animated other Bodies:'* [in which 
Cafe furc they were no Demons'] "or that they 
•* Went into aerial or etherial Manfions for certairi 
*^' Years.'* Accordingly Hejiod^s Demdns were ifej d^ 
isffdfJ^oi^ clothed with Air. And the Ancient i ima^ 
gifted them to be invijlble Beings,^ &c ^ I had thed 
very good Reafon to think, t^iat if ^tufAouov iri 
Affs xvii. 1 8. be applied to our LokD, ^raifed 
again y we have here a new Senfe of the Word, 

That fome Aiftions and Vices are by the Poets 
afcribed to Jupiter^ . &c. which fiippdfe their hav- 
ing human Bodies, is indeed true : But then it is as 
true, that the feme Poets give other Defcripdons 
of them, which effe(5hiaily deftroy fuch a Suppofi- 
tiori. ' To reconcile thtem with thenifelves is an im- 
|)offibIe Taflc : And oh this very Account I think 
theift the mofl: unfit Guides to the underftanding of 
Vbi Sdriptures. 

My Way of accounting fof the Difficulty which 
the Enquirer laid fo much Strefs upon, that the 
Legion was fpolcen of,' arid to, as an unclean Spirit^ 



)%maitis to be vindicated. . Ontbls I obfeiTed, that 
^' the Evangelijis fometimes fpeak of ^the whsk Body 
^* of them caUeSively. m the Singular -Niimberv and 
* ' ionietimes diftinSly in the Plural.^* And. for an 
IiiAance of fimilar Exprefllon, I referred to and 
cited DeuL xii. i \ The Subftance of the Gentle- 
pian*s Anfwer to this is, that tho* a NaPim may be 
fpoke to in the Singular Number, yet Spirits can- 
not ; that it ^' is impoflible in any Language, tx> 
" make the fame Word fignify an Individim and 
'* a CoUedion of Individ^ials of the fame Specie*-,** 
and that * ' allowing this,, this would not account 
" for the Expreffion, Thou mckan^ Spirit^ ;wlien 
** unclean Spirils were prefent "/' Here this Gen- 
tleman mufl be reminded once more, tl^t the 
f/vangelifis aftually in their own Names ufe this 
Language \ that the Difficulty th^efore is pointed 
direftly to them v and that whether my Solution of 
it be allowed, or not, nothing can be pMner than 
this, that the Scheme of the Enquirer will no way 
clear it. For can we imagine, that the Evangelifis 
would them/elves ufe the Language of Madmen ? 
And yet, that according to the Scheme of the Efi- 
a Hirer they did fo, he has been told already % nor 
•has he yet attempted to difpfovc it. 

Bu T 1 am . far from being out of Hope of via- 
dicating my own Way. of anfwering the Difficulty. 
And I think, any Body or Number of Beings may 
be properly defcribed as one fuch Being» provided 
notUng is faid of this one, but what is equally ap- 
plicable to all. The Words a J^w fignify as much 
an Individual^ as the Words a Man^ or, an unclean 
Spirit. And yet when St. Paul faid, B^btfld^ thou 
art called a Jew **, it will not be thought that he 
addrefled himfelf to any one particular Perfon } 
nor is there any Difficulty in conceiving, . that thf 
Expreffion includes' a CoUeSion of Indfvidftals. A 

* Replff p. 71. . '^JdnneWj p. 56/ • Vid. Efay^ p. 60,65. 







fevvdieii,' Acmgii no Ntmn of NUfhi^Tf is' here the 
Lfne 9B'ye Jews. ■ And ttus a LegioH of Devils may 
without any Abiurdity be reprcfented as anmckati 
Spirit^ if what is preheated of one does ecjually re- 
late to dl. Why may not " /i Spirit fignify a eel-* 
** ledtitre Body of Sftrits" as well as a J^w fig- 
nify. a - colleflive Body of Jews? I (hall oiwjr 
trouble the Reader with one Inft^nce more, where 
the Change of Number is very obfervable. This is 
in Ge?t^ xix. 1 5. The An gzl^ haftned Lot — '— 
)dnd it came to pafs when, they bad hrougbt tbm 

forth abroad, thatuis, faid jind hot faid unto 

TH£M9 Ob^notfi, MY Lord, 6?r/ 

Before I conclude, it may be proper to obferve, 
that by the RefieSion which the Review"^ complains 
of, it was not my Intention to repreient the Enquirer 
as a Deift, or one who concurred with Woolfim in 
his wicked Defign. That he laid a great Strefs on a 
trifling Difficulty, which this Blafphemer had rdfed, 
is certain. He exprefsly declared againft the Solu* 
tions^ which learned Men had given, tho* thefe weie 
really as' plain and ftrong as could be given in any 
cafe. In a Word, they were not fo much the Ek- 
plications of learned Men, as the Explications of the 
Evangelifts themfelves, who, when compared toge- 
ther, fet their own Meamng paft all Doubt. To 
rged therefore thefe, feemed to me to be 7^ far 
** joining the Cry of the Infidels," reviving their 
Objeftions, and ferving their Caufe. This Gentle* 
man I fuppofe imagined, that his own Scheme would 
ciFedhiaUy anfwer the Difficulty. I fhall not at pre- 
fent difpute this. Yet furely it would have better 
become a Chriftian to have oflFercd this Anfwer, 
vnthout cryif^doium thofe which had been before 
^ven and approved. But to do diis in Terms, in 
^ <»der to introduce a novel Scheme, clogged with 

' Grttiuf on t Mae.xm. 51. i;^ f*ty««, kas this Remark* 
EnaB^ momri. iPkadidiarios enim illos axcis inteUigit* q<H 
Ifraeli plurimum nocuerant. Here a Number is repretepted as 
one Enemy. t &v/«v, p. 64. 
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many and great Difficulties,' which had FemainM tm* 
atifwer'd, was indeed making this Scheme neceffary^ 
but^ I fear, at the Escpence of the Cbriftian Cau{e« 
i mtlft again repeat it, that I do not believe our 
Author defign'd any Injury to this- But I nwy add, ' 
in the excellent Words of a Prelate of our own 
Church, that ^* when Doftrines, whatever the In- 
** tention of propagating them be, appear incdniift* 
•* cnt either with the Whole, or any Part of our Re- 
•* ligion, it is no Uncharitablenefe, but our Duty, to 
^* lay open theFalfchood and the Danger of them 'P 
I NOW once more take leave of this SuUeft, 
liavtng found thid good Effect from the Pains I have 
ftftken, the being thoroughlv perfuaded my felf of 
AcTrdth of the literal Senfe. The Review has not 
attempted to Ihew the Pertinency of the Heathen 
Authorities, has not vindicated tiie Interpretations 
^ the Enquirer J nor offered any new fofBcient An* 
jwers to the chief Difficulties which lye ^ainfl his 
Scheme. If this Gentleman, or any other, will re- 
tonfider this Matter, will reconcile all the InconfiA 
tencies of Pagan Writers when they fpeak of De* 
nt&Hs^ will proves that the Scriptures must be 
tinderflood according to their Senfe, will give us 
fome good Reafbn why the Fathers may not be 
€aUed in as good Interpreters oi tht Scriptitre Mean* 
ing of the Word) will fhew us which of theixi it was 
that firft invented the new Scheme ef Demonokgy^ will 
fairly vindicate the Enquirefs Interpretation of the 
Paf&ges in the LXX, where ^dUfMtuM is|nentioned, 
and MOST £speci ally thofe in the Go/pels^ where 
PeJfeJpionszTc related v whoever^ 1 fay^ will moddftly 
endeavour to do all this, may deferve'for iuch an 
extraordinary Attempt Attention and Re^rd. But 
it can be to no pttrpofe to go on heaping up diA 
puted Authorities, and fityihg^over and over things 
which have already had their Anfwers. For every 
^erid^ Man knows^ that a weak Argument can gain 
(o new Strength' fromr its being even ten thouf 
imes reocated. • 




